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budget that the gentleman from Ten-
nessee is advocating raises the debt 
ceiling. It is kind of interesting that it 
is not without its flaws. It raises the 
debt ceiling. In fact, over the period of 
time of the budget, almost as much, 
not quite as much, but almost as much 
as the budget that we will be pre-
senting here on the floor hopefully by 
the end of this week, the interesting 
thing about it is that the debt ceiling 
will go up under the exact budget that 
the gentleman from Tennessee was ad-
vocating. 

I respect the fact that the budget 
came forward, but it is one thing to say 
that our budget will require the debt 
ceiling to be increased. It is another 
thing to look inward and to say, guess 
what, we are doing the exact same 
thing. And why? Because the choices 
are pretty tough at this particular 
time. We have got to make sure that 
we fund our defense and homeland se-
curity. We have to make sure that we 
fund those important programs such as 
making sure that our seniors have a 
prescription drug benefit. And we have 
to make sure that at that same time 
we are able to keep the economy grow-
ing and providing opportunities for the 
future. If we assume those few things, 
there are very few choices left except 
to raise taxes; and as I say, that is 
where there is a departure on both 
sides. 

We will not raise taxes. That is not 
what we are going to do in this budget. 
That is not what we are advocating at 
this time in our economic history. And 
that is the reason that we oppose this 
particular motion to instruct. We be-
lieve that we should manage our econ-
omy, which includes our debt ceiling, 
in a responsible way. And we believe 
our budget does that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

I think it is important, in light of the 
chairman’s closing comments, to re-
state that I will vote to increase the 
debt ceiling because to do otherwise 
would be irresponsible. But I think it is 
critical for us to seriously consider 
changing a little bit the game plan 
that we are under and that is reinstate 
pay-as-you-go. The chairman and the 
gentleman from Ohio made eloquent 
defenses of their economic game plan, 
and that is all past. I am worried about 
today forward. We keep talking about 
everything we have done in the past. 
We keep talking about 9–11–01. And, 
yes, this country was thrown into a cri-
sis and, yes, we had to make some addi-
tional investments, all of which are 
very true. But what about today for-
ward? Why continue blindly because of 
a philosophical belief that the perfect 
plan that we put into effect 3 years 
ago, 2 years ago, 1 year ago is still 
good, when, in spite of the gentlemen’s 
eloquent arguments, the structural def-
icit of this country is a major problem 
that will not be cured by growth, will 
not, based on an overwhelming con-
sensus of economists? 
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Mr. Speaker, the gentleman tonight 

has made an eloquent argument for his 
philosophy. But it is interesting when 
you look at the last 44 years, under 
Democrats, the economy grew 5.7 per-
cent faster than debt. For 24 years of 
Republican leadership, the debt grew 
6.8 percent faster than the economy. 
And when we look at the current 4 
years, the debt is going to increase 10 
percent greater than the economy. 

Yes, we rejoice at the good things 
that are happening in jobs, and we hope 
they continue. But should we get that 
kind of economic recovery by bor-
rowing $2.3 trillion on the future of 
this country? 

The gentleman continues to want to 
talk about tax cuts, and the Blue Dog 
budget supported tax cuts for purposes 
of getting the economy going again. 
But we also believe in pay-as-you-go. 

We are fighting three wars. I would 
defy anyone in this body to find any 
time in the history of our country in 
which we have fought a war by cutting 
the amount of revenue available to 
fight the war. With all due respect, 
that does not make sense to me, and I 
believe, as the gentleman from Ten-
nessee said, that is morally wrong. 
That is not a philosophical difference. 
That is not something we come out 
here and vote about. That is passing on 
a debt to our children and grand-
children that we should not be doing 
today. 

Now, I appreciate the opportunity to-
night to debate, and all we are saying 
is, we should have a vote on it. I will 
vote to increase the debt ceiling. I will 
vote for it tomorrow, provided we put 
pay-as-you-go back into place so that 
it forces this body to make tough deci-
sions on spending and on revenues. 

The gentleman from Iowa voted with 
us in 1997 when we had a tougher pay- 
as-you-go rule. We said we would se-
quester if the revenue did not magi-
cally appear. I do not want to get into 
these chart arguments, but revenue has 
collapsed under the economic program 
the gentleman is defending here to-
night. It has collapsed. We have less 
revenue to spend and we are fighting a 
war. 

So what are we doing? We are bor-
rowing on our children’s future. 

Let me remind everyone, the baby 
boomers are about to begin retiring, 
and I suspect that the people of Amer-
ica pretty soon are going to be won-
dering, what the heck are we doing 
here having the philosophical argu-
ments we are talking about tonight 
and ignoring the pressure on the econ-
omy of the United States that is going 
to occur when the baby boomers begin 
to retire in 2011? 

The largest single economic pressure 
on this country is going to occur, and 
all we are doing tonight is digging the 
hole deeper and deeper and deeper, and 
it is structurally going down. No mat-
ter how eloquently my friends on the 
other side come on the floor and talk 
about it, the deficits are going to con-

tinue to go up, because the economic 
game plan we are under cannot work. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLINE). All time for debate has expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. STENHOLM). 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

f 

KEEP ROOSEVELT ON THE DIME 
AND HAVE A NATIONAL HEALTH 
CARE SYSTEM 

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
received a letter in the mail from a 
young friend. 

‘‘Dear Congressman BROWN: 
‘‘I’m happy to be writing to you. 
‘‘I have an issue I think is important. 

I don’t want the FDR dime to be 
changed to the Reagan dime because 
FDR has a real story. The story is 
when FDR tried to find a cure for polio, 
he asked children and grown-ups all 
over the United States to send dimes to 
the White House. By the end of the 
year, they had collected more than 
$1,000 in dimes. 

‘‘There would be no particular reason 
to have Mr. Reagan on the dime, but 
there is a reason that FDR should be 
on the dime. It is almost like having a 
monument to FDR in your pocket. 

‘‘I think another very important 
issue is health care. I believe we should 
have a national health care system. If 
people don’t have health care and they 
get sick, they could die. If I get a very 
bad disease, I might get very good anti-
biotics and live. I would get those anti-
biotics because I have health care. But 
other people couldn’t get antibiotics if 
they didn’t have health care and 
couldn’t afford them. 

‘‘Thank you for letting me write to 
you.’’ 

It is signed Alex Friedman. 
‘‘P.S. I am an 8-year-old in the third 

grade.’’ 
f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, and under a previous order 
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of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

CREATING A SMART SECURITY 
PLATFORM FOR THE 21ST CEN-
TURY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, stop-
ping the spread of weapons of mass de-
struction and keeping the American 
people safe must be our highest pri-
ority. On that point, President Bush 
and I agree. Where we differ is how to 
avoid equating our security with ag-
gression and military force. 

I have introduced legislation to cre-
ate a SMART Security Platform for 
the 21st century. SMART stands for 
Sensible, Multilateral American Re-
sponse to Terrorism. 

SMART Security calls for aggressive 
diplomacy, a commitment to nuclear 
nonproliferation, strong regional secu-
rity arrangements and vigorous inspec-
tion regimes. 

SMART Security would maintain the 
United States commitment to existing 
international treaties, like the treaty 
on the nonproliferation of nuclear 
weapons, which the United States be-
came a state party to in 1970, and the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which 
the U.S. signed in 1996, but never rati-
fied. Both treaties are vital to inter-
national security interests. 

The Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty 
is the only binding commitment to dis-
arm nuclear weapons by states that 
possess them. The goal of the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty is simple: 
to ban all testing of nuclear weapons. 

Earlier today, I offered amendments 
to the defense authorization bill that 
would express the sense of Congress 
that the United States Government 
should fully implement and observe all 
commitments and obligations to the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and 
should work towards the ratification of 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 
By expressing the sense of Congress to 
support both of these important inter-
national treaties, the United States 
can once again assume the role of glob-
al leader in the area of nuclear weap-
ons. 

Let us send a message that you do 
not need nuclear weapons to be a world 
power. 

SMART Security also means sup-
porting and adequately funding pro-
grams like the Cooperative Threat Re-
duction Program, CTR, which works 
with the Russian Federation to dis-
mantle nuclear warheads, reduce nu-
clear stockpiles and secure nuclear 
weapons in the former Soviet Union. 
This program is crucial to non-
proliferation efforts. 

In 1991, an estimated 30,000 nuclear 
weapons existed throughout the former 
Soviet Union. These conditions led to 
the serious concern that nuclear mate-
rials could be smuggled beyond the bor-

ders of the former Soviet Union or that 
Soviet nuclear scientists might be able 
to export their expertise or actual nu-
clear materials to rogue nations or ter-
rorist groups. 

CTR enlists the Department of De-
fense to dismantle nuclear warheads, 
reduce nuclear stockpiles and secure 
nuclear weapons and materials in the 
former Soviet Union. Under CTR, more 
than 20,000 Russian scientists, formally 
tasked to create nuclear weapons, have 
now worked to dismantle nearly 6,000 
nuclear warheads, 479 ballistic missiles, 
435 ballistic missile silos, 97 bombers, 
336 submarine-launched missiles, 396 
submarine missile launchers and 24 
strategic missile submarines. 

That is why today I offered an 
amendment to the defense authoriza-
tion bill that would replicate this pro-
gram in Iran, to help rid that country 
of the nuclear materials that inspec-
tors from the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency are discovering every day. 

The United States and Iran need to 
work together toward the common goal 
of reducing the world’s supply of nu-
clear weapons because, in the long run, 
negotiating with other countries will 
keep us much safer than scaring them 
into submission. 

The Bush doctrine has been tried and 
it has failed. There has to be a better 
way, and there is, one that emphasizes 
brains instead of brawn, one that is 
consistent with American values. 
SMART Security defends America by 
relying on the very best of America, 
our commitment to peace and freedom, 
our compassion for the people of the 
world, and our capacity for multilat-
eral leadership. 

Let us be smart about our future. 
SMART Security is tough, it is prag-
matic, it is patriotic, and it will keep 
America safe. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. EMANUEL addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. HUNTER addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

HOUSE SHOULD INVESTIGATE 
ABUSES AT ABU GHRAIB PRISON 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, 
where is the investigation of the House 
of Representatives into the abuses at 
the Abu Ghraib prison? Why are the 
Republican leaders dragging their feet? 
What are the administration and the 
war department afraid of? 

Every day, the American people face 
new revelations, new allegations and 
more damage control by the adminis-
tration. It is time to get it all out in 
the open. It is time to figure out how 
high up the chain of command this 
scandal goes. It is not credible for mili-
tary commanders and the Secretary to 
claim justice will be served, when they 
themselves may be deeply involved in 
the scandal. 

Is the new definition of justice in 
America to have those under suspicion 
serve as judge, jury, defense and pros-
ecution? Today, top civilian and mili-
tary leaders are again portrayed at the 
center of the scandal by mainstream 
media around the world. Is it true? We 
need to know. 

Today’s New York Times carries a 
story entitled ‘‘Military Police Receive 
Orders to Strip Iraqi Detainees.’’ For 
the first time, a story places a senior 
military commander, a colonel, in the 
midst of the scandal. The revelation 
comes from a source reading a tran-
script of the military investigation to 
Times reporters. 

Today’s Christian Science Monitor 
carries the story, ‘‘Military lawyers ad-
vised Pentagon two years ago to pro-
tect prisoners, but JAGs said Pentagon 
political appointees had a harsher 
agenda.’’ JAG stands for Judge Advo-
cate General. They are military law-
yers. It contains a quote given to ABC 
News by a general in charge of the JAG 
Corps from 2000 to 2002. 

Rear Admiral Don Guter told ABC 
News ‘‘If we, ‘we’ being the uniformed 
lawyers, had been listened to and what 
we had said put into practice, then 
these abuses would not have occurred. 
That’s about as clear-cut as it gets.’’ 

Our own military lawyers were on 
the record, and ignored by the civilians 
in charge. 

Here is another insight the American 
people need to hear. United Press 
International today is running a story 
with the headline, ‘‘Army, CIA Want 
Torture Truths Exposed.’’ 

Why? Because they fear being made 
scapegoats by the administration and 
civilian Pentagon leaders. 

b 2100 

Quoting this story, it says, ‘‘Indeed, 
intelligence and regular Army sources 
have told UPI that senior officers and 
officials in both communities are 
sickened and outraged by the revela-
tions of mass torture and abuse and 
also by the incompetency involved.’’ 

The most serious allegations are con-
tained in the report by Pulitzer Prize- 
winning journalist Seymour Hersh in 
the current issue of The New Yorker 
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